
To: Newton, Cheryi[Newton.Cheryl@epa.gov]; Anderson, Andrew[anderson.andrew@epa.gov] 
Cc: Waits, Alan[walts.alan@epa.gov]; PIGOTT, BRUNO[BPIGOTT@idem.IN.gov]; Hyde, 
Tinka[hyde.tinka@epa.gov] 
From: Snemis, Donald (IDEM) 
Sent: Wed 5/4/2016 9:45:01 PM 
Subject: RE: SRF Pilot Information 
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From: Newton, Cheryl [mailto:Newton.Cheryl@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 10:55 AM 
To: Snemis, Donald (IDEM) 
Cc: Anderson, Andrew; Waits, Alan 
Subject: RE: SRF Pilot Information 
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From: Snemis, Donald (IDEM) ·~====:c.:.=.:.:.=~=.:.:.~=-'-• 
Sent: Monday, April25, 2016 10:40 AM 
To: Newton, Cheryl 
Cc: Anderson, Andrew 
Subject: RE: SRF Pilot Information 

From: Newton, Cheryl Ll!.!.S~~~~~£LX~~~d.YJ 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 10:44 PM 
To: Snemis, Donald (IDEM) 
Subject: SRF Pilot Information 
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Hi Don- Thank you again for chatting with me today. As I indicated, after being briefed on the 
SRF "pilot" concept, I thought it was worth at least a check-in before proceeding with the 
traditional approach. We have been pursuing the pilot concept with Wisconsin and Minnesota so 
far because it allows us to focus our reviews on areas that present the greatest opportunities to 
improve program operations and strengthen public health and environmental protection, versus 
the broader review of all program areas. We also prefer the ability to consider the most current 
and relevant data available rather than the rear-view mirror approach. 

Another benefit of our SRF pilot approach is it creates more opportunity to work together on 
projects that can improve program performance even where the program is working reasonably 
well. An example might be a decision to conduct a joint Lean project to improve efficiency and 
free up more resources for program implementation. We also believe electing to work more 
collaboratively to review specific programs creates a better foundation for developing solutions 
and presenting a consistent message to the public and other stakeholders. 

I mentioned that so far our Air and Radiation would be interested in focusing on the topics of 
penalty policy and response to violations. For our Water Division, I obtained more clarity on 
their proposal. The Petition (from Hoosier Environmental Council, ELPC, and Sierra Club) 
alleged that IDEM failed to adequately inspect, monitor and address violations of permits that 
have been granted to coal mining operations (and CAPOs). It is our understanding that IDNR 
conducts inspections at coal companies under their surface mining program and that they are also 
supposed to conduct inspections for the NPDES permits as well. Our Water Division is 
proposing to evaluate whether this is in fact occurring. In addition, they expect that a mining 
inspection under Indiana's surface mining program likely looks at different things than an 
NPDES permit inspection. As I indicated, the Region will need to address the Petition 
regardless; the benefits of doing so under the umbrella of an SRF pilot are that it would be a 
more collaborative process and would eliminate the need to also invest in the traditional SRF 
review. 

I hope this additional detail is useful. I look forward to hearing your thoughts. We would be 
happy to participate in a conference call that would include our Division Directors if that would 
be helpful. Thanks and have a great weekend! 
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